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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
3/9/2006 has been entered. 

The cancellation of claims 2-4 and 9 is noted. 

Drawings 

2. The objection to the drawings set forth in section 4 of the Office action mailed 
6/14/2005 and maintained in section 1 of the Office action mailed 12/27/2005 is 
withdrawn as applicant has cancelled claims 2-4. 

3. HOWEVER, the drawings filed 9/24/2003 are objected to for the reasons set forth 
in section 3 of the previous Office action mailed 6/14/2005 as failing to comply with 37 
CFR 1.84(p)(4) because reference characters "74" and "70" have both been used to 
designate the lower end of the internal duct. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance 
with 37 CFR 1 .121 (d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. Any amended replacement-drawing sheet should include all of the 
figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application 
must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" 
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pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the 
applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office 
action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

a. Applicant's replacement Figures 1 and 4 received 3/9/2006 are NOT 
acceptable as Figures 1 and 4 introduce new matter . 

b. There is no basis for putting the "support springs" in the indicated position, 
showing the support springs only extending to the left and indicating the "support 
springs" are ONLY narrow deformed lengths of the internal duct, as the "support 
springs" could presumably be located in any position and the specification does 
not specify the number of "springs" or that they are limited to only a narrow 
deformed length of the internal duct. In actuality, the specification page 5 lines 
10-14 discloses "lower end 70 is preferably supported against the coil stack 
assemblies by a resilient spring 74, which may be a narrow deformed length of 
the internal duct 52" (emphasis added). This appears to indicate that the 
resilient spring may be something other than a narrow deformed length of the 
internal duct, such as a round spring, cylindrical spring, etc., that is, the 
specification does not limit the scope of the resilient spring to what applicant has 
depicted in replacement figures 1 and 4. 

c. Applicant's amendment to the drawings appears to indicate that the duct is 
split in the area of the resilient spring allowing said resilient spring to jut out past 
the boundaries of the duct itself, however the specification discloses "a narrow 
deformed length of the internal duct" which does NOT connote any 
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break/split/perforation of the duct work, per se. The resilient springs may be 
elongated dimples made in the duct, which do not actually split or create 
openings in the duct itself. 

d. It would appear that this objection could be overcome by amending the 
specification and Figures 1 and 4 to remove the indicia (74) from both the 
specification and the original Figures 1 and 4 as filed. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action 
can be found in a prior Office action. 

Specification 

5. The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to provide an adequate written description of the invention and as failing 
to adequately teach how to make and/or use the invention, i.e. failing to provide 
an enabling disclosure for the reasons set forth in section 3 of the previous Office 
action mailed 12/27/2005 which in turn refers back to section 6 of the previous 
Office action mailed 6/14/2005. 

The objection of section 6a and 6b of the previous Office action mailed 
6/14/2005 is withdrawn, however the objection of sections 6c and 3 is maintained 
and incorporated herein by reference. 
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Applicant's arguments in section "Background" spanning pages 9-11 (of 
the remarks received 3/9/2006), regarding the section 3 of the previous Office 
action mailed 12/27/2005 and the section 6c (of the 6/14/2005 Office action) 
objections, are considered as supporting the Examiners contentions that there 
actually is no adequate description of how the instant invention is capable of 
performing ALL of the desired functions. 

Again, although the references may set forth modifications to their own 
respective inventions, it is not seen wherein any of the references cited disclose 
how to specifically modify the Applicant's instant invention as claimed. 
Accordingly the references cannot properly be relied upon to set forth facts, 
which Applicant's specification itself must recite to be complete. 

Applicant states, "Seismic support assemblies are not designed support 
the weight of the CRDM's " (page 10, first paragraph, second to last sentence). 
Claim 1 states, "an upper end supported by the seismic support platform". It is 
the Examiners position that the limitation "supported" does NOT connote the 
same meaning as "seismically supported". Interpreted broadly the limitation "an 
upper end supported by the seismic support platform" has the same meaning as 
"a lower end supported by the reactor pressure vessel", that is, that the seismic 
support platform is supporting the weight of the CRDMs. 

Again, the language of claims 1 , 5 and 1 1 specifically claim, "...each 
control rod drive mechanism including. ..an upper end supported by the seismic 
support platform". (Emphasis added) 
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See MPEP 2111.01, which states 

While the claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the specification, 
prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of claim 
interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow . In re 
American Academy of Science Tech Center, F.3d, 2004 WL 1067528 (Fed. Cir. 
May 13, 2004) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. Claims 1, 5-6 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention for the reasons set forth in section 5 
above. 

7. Claims 1, 5-6 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite forfaiting to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

a. Claims 1 , 5, 6 and 1 1 are vague, indefinite and incomplete as to what as is 
meant and encompassed by the phrase "an upper end supported by the seismic 
support platform" for the reasons set forth in section 5 above. 

b. Claims 1 and 5 are vague, indefinite and incomplete in what all is meant 
by and encompassed by the phrase "each duct extending from a lower end 
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disposed below the upper end of the lower shroud and in air flow communication 
with the lower shroud to an upper end " (Underlining added). The limitation "an 
upper end" does not connote any particular location per se, nor do the claims 
specifically require the "upper end" to be part of the internal duct itself. The 
limitation "an upper end" could be the upper end of the lower shroud or some 
other structure. Since the limitation "an upper end" is not specifically designated 
as a particular end of any particularly specific structure the metes and bounds of 
the claims are undefined. 

c. Claim 6 is vague, indefinite and incomplete in what all is meant by and 
encompassed by the phrase "the internal ducts are supported by the upper 
plenum" because it is not clear whether the internal ducts are mechanically or 
physically supported or "supported" in the sense that the upper plenum supplies 
motive force for the air within said ducts. Since the term "supported" connotes 
two separate and distinct meanings and the claim fails to disclose a specific 
definition of the limitation the metes and bounds of the claim are undefined. 
See MPEP 21 11.01, which states 

While the claims of issued patents are interpreted in light of the specification, 
prosecution history, prior art and other claims, this is not the mode of claim 
interpretation to be applied during examination. During examination, the claims 
must be interpreted as broadly as their terms reasonably allow . In re 
American Academy of Science Tech Center, F.3d, 2004 WL 1067528 (Fed. Cir. 
May 13, 2004) 

d. Claim 6 is vague, indefinite and incomplete in what all is meant by and 
encompassed by the phrase "with the upper plenum supported by the upper leg 
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member and the seismic support platform supported by the lower leg member" 
because it appears that the lower leg member supports both. Accordingly the 
metes and bounds of the claim are undefined. 

e. Claim 12 is vague, indefinite and incomplete in what all is meant by and 
encompassed by the limitation "L shape" because the claim does not specify 
whether it is a capital L, lower case L, foreign language L etc. Since the claim 
does not specifically disclose which L or how and in what manner the shape of 
the duct is supposed to coincide with the shape of the L, vertically, horizontal 
cross section, etc, the metes and bounds of the claim are undefined. 

f. Claim 13 is vague, indefinite and incomplete in what all is meant by and 
encompassed by the limitation "rectangular shape" because the term rectangular 
does NOT connote any particular type of rectangle, per se, nor how and in what 
manner the duct has a rectangular shape, i.e. in the vertical direction, horizontal 
cross section, etc. Accordingly the metes and bounds of the claim are 
undefined. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
Double Patenting 

8. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created 
doctrine grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the 
unjustified or improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent 
and to prevent possible harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory 
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obviousness-type double patenting rejection is appropriate where the conflicting claims 
are not identical, but at least one examined application claim is not patentably distinct 
from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either anticipated 
by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 11 F.3d 1046, 29 
USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Longi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 
1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 
F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 
USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1 .321 (c) or 1 .321 (d) 
may be used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory 
double patenting ground provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to 
be commonly owned with this application, or claims an invention made as a result of 
activities undertaken within the scope of a joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a 
terminal disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 
37 CFR 3.73(b). 

9. Claims 1 , 5 and 1 1 are rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type 
double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1, 3, 5, 10 and 17 of U.S. Patent 
No. 4,678,623 to Malandra et al. which is assigned to the current Assignee 
Westinghouse Electric Corp. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are 
not patentably distinct from each other because the instant claimed invention is a 
species of the genus disclosed in said of U.S. Patent No. 4,678,623 as explained below: 



Application 10/670,540 Claim 1 


U.S. Patent 4,678,623 claim 17 


a reactor pressure vessel closure head 


a closure head 


a seismic support platform 


a seismic support platform 


an array of Control Rod Drive Mechanisms 


a plurality of control rod drive mechanisms 
(CRDMs) fixedly mounted within 
said closure head so as to project 
vertically upwardly above said closure 
head; 


a lower shroud surrounding the electro- 
magnetic coil stack assemblies and having 
an upper end spaced from the seismic 
support platform in air flow communication 
with the atmosphere around the control 


cooling baffle means 
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rod drive mechanisms; 




a plurality of internal ducts disposed 
between control rod drive mechanisms 
within the array of control rod drive 
mechanisms, each duct extending from a 
lower end disposed below the upper end 
or tne lower snrouo ana in air now 
communication with the lower shroud to an 
upper end; 


auct means extenaing vertically upwardly 
from said lower air manifold, said vertically 
extending 


an upper plenum disposed above the 
seismic support piatiorm in air now 
communication with the internal duct 


exhaust fan means includes the fan and 
tne plenum as snown in, Tor example, rig 
2 


a missile shield assembly disposed within 
the upper plenum; 


a missile shield plate 


a plurality of fan assemblies disposed on 
the upper plenum in airflow 
communication witn tne upper plenum, 
and 


exhaust fan means 


lift legs connected with the reactor 
pressure vessel closure head and 
supporting the seismic support platform, 
the upper plenum and the missile shield 
assembly for removal of the head 
assembly as an integral assembly. 


a plurality of lift rods fixedly secured to 
said closure head for enabling 
lifting and lowering of said closure head 
relative to said pressure vessel; 



Malandra does not appear to specifically disclose that the exhaust ducts are 
"within" or "between" the CRDMs however the Malandra claims are generic in that they 
disclose "disposing vertically upwardly extending air exhaust ducts above said lower 
air manifold in such a manner that said air exhaust ducts are disposed within 
said peripheral envelope of said closure head;" Which is generic to and reads on 
applicant's plurality of internal ducts disposed between control rod drive mechanisms 
within the array of control rod drive mechanisms. Malandra teaches it is old, 
advantageous and quite important to locate the cooling system components within the 
envelope of the closure head in order to not interfere with the tension bolt or hydraulic 
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tensioning apparatus or equipment in addition that no interference is presented with 
respect to other structural components within the containment area when the closure 
head is removed from the pressure vessel and moved to a storage position in column 8 
lines 12-40. It appears the claims and specification of Malandra set forth motivation for 
placing the ducts ANYWHERE within the envelope of the closure head and should NOT 
be limited to only the periphery of said structure 

Malandra does not appear to specifically recite that the missile shield is disposed 
"within" the upper plenum, however Figure 2 and claim 5 disclose that the fan plenums 
are fixedly secured to said missile shield. It is considered that in the interest of 
minimizing the combined weight of the integrated head assembly, that the least amount 
of material would be utilized consistent with codes and safety requirements. As such it 
is considered that the missile shield would be incorporated into the plenum design such 
that the missile shield acts as the bottom side or lower boundary of said plenum. 
Accordingly if the missile shield is the bottom of the plenum then it would be "within" the 
upper plenum. Applicant's claim language does not require the missile shield to be 
completely or totally within or encased by the plenum. Further, there is no novelty in 
rearranging where the missile shield is located as long as it is performing the same 
function as such is nothing more that a rearrangement of parts. 
Note that MPEP 2144 states that a making separable, rearrangement of parts, 
duplication of parts and/or changing the shape does not make an invention 
patentably distinct. See In re Dulberg, 289 F.2d 522, 523, 129 USPQ 348, 349 
(CCPA 1961), In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) and In re 
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Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975), In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 124 
USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966) 

Malandra Figure 2 appears to indicate that the plenums may be discrete plenums 
not interconnected, however Figure 1 (prior art) clearly shows that those in the nuclear 
head assembly art are well aware that the upper plenum/manifold (24) could be one 
large plenum and such is nothing more than an obvious variant. 

10. Claims 1, 5, 6 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 4,678,623 to Malandra et al. provided on applicant's 
IDS dated 9/24/2003 for the reasons set forth in section 13 of the 6/14/2005 Office 
action reproduced here below for applicant's benefit. 

Malandra discloses a head assembly for a RPV, comprising: 
aRPV closure head (112); 

a seismic support platform (128) spaced from the closure head; 

an array of CRDMS (116), each CRDM including an electro-magnetic coil 
stack-assembly and having a lower end supported by the RPV and an upper end 
supported by the seismic support platform (column 1 , lines 58-61 ); 

a lower shroud (118) surrounding the electro-magnetic coil stack 
assemblies and having an upper end spaced from the seismic support platform in 
airflow communication with the atmosphere around the CRDMS; 

a CRDM plenum (120) disposed between the closure head and the lower 
shroud (applicant's claim 1 1 ); 
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a plurality of ducts (1 36) surrounding the array of CRDMS, each duct 
extending from a lower end disposed in air flow communication with the lower 
shroud to an upper end extending through the seismic support platform (column 
13, lines 11-13); 

an upper plenum (162) disposed above the seismic support platform in air 
flow communication with the ducts; 

a missile shield assembly (134) disposed within the upper plenum 
(wherein it is understood that according to Figure 2 the missile shield forms one 
side of the upper plenum and the external boundary of the missile shield reads 
on the boundaries of the plenum and therefore the missile shield is not only part 
of the plenum, but also within it); 

a plurality of fan assemblies (126) disposed on the upper plenum in air 
flow communication with the upper plenum; and 

lift legs (144) connected with the RPV closure head and supporting the 
seismic support platform, the upper plenum and the missile shield assembly for 
removal of the head assembly as an integral assembly in for example, figure 2, 
column 1 , column 5 lines 7+ and column 6. 

Malandra does not appear to specifically disclose that the exhaust ducts 
are "within" or "between" the CRDMs however the Malandra claims are generic in 
that they disclose "a method of retrofitting existing nuclear reactor 
facilities.. .comprising.. .disposing vertically upwardly extending air exhaust ducts 
above said lower air manifold in such a manner that said air exhaust ducts are 
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disposed within said peripheral envelope of said closure head;" (claim 1 ), which 
is generic to and reads on applicant's plurality of internal ducts disposed between 
control rod drive mechanisms within the array of control rod drive mechanisms. 
Malandra teaches it is old, advantageous and quite important to locate the 
cooling system components within the envelope of the closure head in order to 
not interfere with the tension bolt or hydraulic tensioning apparatus or equipment 
in addition that no interference is presented with respect to other structural 
components within the containment area when the closure head is removed from 
the pressure vessel and moved to a storage position in column 8 lines 12-40. It 
appears the claims and specification of Malandra set forth motivation for placing 
the ducts ANYWHERE within the envelope of the closure head and should NOT 
be limited to only the periphery of said structure 

Again, Malandra teaches it is old, advantageous and quite important to 
locate the cooling system components within the envelope of the closure head in 
order to not interfere with the tension bolt or hydraulic tensioning apparatus or 
equipment in addition that no interference is presented with respect to other 
structural components within the containment area when the closure head is 
removed from the pressure vessel and moved to a storage position in column 8 
lines 12-40. 

If applicant is not of the opinion that Malandra teaches placing the ducts 
internal to the CRDMs then at the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to relocate the ducts from the periphery 
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of the CRDMs to the internal spaces within the CRDMs for the benefits of 
providing additional space for maintenance of peripheral CRDMs, for utilizing 
tension bolt or hydraulic tensioning apparatus or equipment and in addition for 
providing additional clearance so that no interference is presented with respect to 
other structural components within the containment area when the closure head 
is removed from the pressure vessel and moved to a storage position as taught 
to be old and advantageous by Malandra. 

Additionally it is pointed out that MPEP 2144 states that making 
separable, rearrangement of parts (such as interspersing the ducts within 
the CRDMs), duplication of parts and/or changing the shape does not make 
an invention patentably distinct. See In re Dulberg, 289 F.2d 522, 523, 129 
USPQ 348, 349 (CCPA 1961), In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019 86 USPQ 70 
(CCPA 1950) and In re Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975), In re 
Harza, 27 4 F.2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 
149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 1966) 

Claim 6 is further disclosed in, for example, column 7 lines 26-30, wherein 
it is understood that rearranging the air ducts to be internal, vice external is an 
obvious variant performing the same functions. Figure 2 indicates that the upper 
leg member is attached by both a nut assembly and a clevis assembly, Malandra 
further discloses the use of clevis assemblies in, for example column 6 lines 6-14 
and 37-45. Further, Malandra column 9 lines 17-25 set forth the condition 
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wherein the upper plenum will be supported by the upper leg members (156) with 
the seismic support supported by the lower leg members (column 6 lines 20-24). 
Claim 10 is disclosed in the preamble of claim 1. 

Claim 1 1 is disclosed in, for example Figure 2 wherein the ducts have an L 
shape in the vertical direction where item (136) joins with item (138) wherein it is 
understood that the term "duct" reads on the combination of all the parts that 
make up said duct. 



Claim 12 is disclosed in, for example Figure 2 wherein the ducts have a 
rectangular shape when viewed from the side as they extend vertically from the 
lower air manifold to the fans. 
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Applicant's arguments filed 3/9/2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant's arguments are unpersuasive because applicant 
has not shown that the references do not teach what the examiner has stated 
they teach, nor has applicant shown that the examiner's reasoning for and 
manner of combining the teachings of the references is improper or invalid. 

Applicant's arguments do not comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1(c) because they 
do not clearly point out the patentable novelty which he or she thinks the claims 
present in view of the state of the art disclosed by the references cited or the 
objections made. Further, they do not show how the amendments avoid such 
references or objections. 
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In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant 
relies (i.e., the internal ducts extend up to an upper (fan) plenum located above 
the seismic support) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are 
not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed. Cir. 1993). 



11. Claims 1, 5, 6 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent 4,678,623 to Malandra et al. as applied to claims 1, 
5, 6 and 10-13 above and further in view of U.S. Patent 4,302,290 to Mazur et al. 

Malandra discloses applicant's invention as explained above. 

Malandra teaches it is old, advantageous and " quite important" to locate 
the cooling system components within the envelope of the closure head in order 
to not interfere with the tension bolt or hydraulic tensioning apparatus or 
equipment in addition that no interference is presented with respect to other 
structural components within the containment area when the closure head is 
removed from the pressure vessel and moved to a storage position in column 8 
lines 12-40. 

It would appear to be well within the knowledge to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to recognize that simply changing the location of the ducts is an obvious 
variant as Mazure et al. column 3 lines 1-25 clearly states "the function of the 
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ductwork... is to afford a means of funneling to the reactor vessel the cooling 
required in the course of conduct of the operation of the nuclear reactor housed 
within the reactor vessel". Clearly if it was determined that specific areas of the 
reactor vessel required additional cooling that additional ductwork/fans or 
redirection of current ductwork would be warranted. 

Therefore it is further considered obvious to alter the locations and/or 
quantity of ductwork for the purpose of cooling the reactor vessel in the required 
manner, as taught by Mazur et al. 

Again MPEP 2144 states that making separable, rearrangement of 
parts (such as interspersing the ducts within the CRDMs), duplication of 
parts and/or changing the shape does not make an invention patentably 
distinct. See In re Dulberg, 289 F.2d 522, 523, 129 USPQ 348, 349 (CCPA 
1961), In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) and In re 
Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975), In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 
124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 
1966) 

12. Claims 1, 5, 6 and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over The Simplified Head Assembly article (hereinafter SHA) from 
Westinghouse World View December 2002 alone or further in view of U.S. Patent 
4,302,290 to Mazur et al. 

a. SHA discloses applicant's invention substantially as claimed including the 
missile shield being totally within the upper plenum. The limitation "internal duct" 
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as broadly interpreted reads on the passageways within the "new upper shroud" 
that allow the air to flow there through. 

b. If applicant is of the opinion that the internal air flow passageways do not 
read on the limitation "internal duct" then it would have been obvious to replace 
the upper shroud with internal ducts as Mazure et al. column 3 lines 1-25 clearly 
states "the function of the ductwork.. .is to afford a means of funneling to the 
reactor vessel the cooling required in the course of conduct of the operation of 
the nuclear reactor housed within the reactor vessel". Clearly if it was 
determined that specific areas of the reactor vessel required additional cooling 
that additional ductwork/fans or redirection of current ductwork would be 
warranted. 

Therefore it is further considered obvious to alter the locations and/or 
quantity of ductwork for the purpose of cooling the reactor vessel in the required 
manner, as taught by Mazur et al. 

c. Again MPEP 2144 states that making separable, rearrangement of 
parts (such as interspersing the ducts within the CRDMs), duplication of 
parts and/or changing the shape does not make an invention patentably 
distinct See In re Dulberg, 289 F.2d 522, 523, 129 USPQ 348, 349 (CCPA 
1961), In re Japikse, 181 F.2d 1019 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) and In re 
Kuhle, 526 F.2d 553, 188 USPQ 7 (CCPA 1975), In re Harza, 274 F.2d 669, 
124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960), In re Dailey, 357 F.2d 669, 149 USPQ 47 (CCPA 
1966) 
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d. Claim 6 is disclosed on page 1 1 




e. Claim 1 0 is disclosed on page 44** io. 

f. Claims 1 2 and 1 3 are disclosed on page 1 1 wherein the ducts have a 
rectangular shape in the vertical direction and an L shape in the horizontal cross 
section. 

Conclusion 

13. Examiner's Note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims for the convenience of the applicant . Although the 
specified citations are representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the 
specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as 
well. It is respectfully requested from the applicant, in preparing the responses, to fully 
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consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed 
invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed 
by the examiner. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel L. Greene Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-6876. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 8:30am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jack Keith can be reached on (571 ) 272-6878. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
14. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



2006-05-10 




SUPERS 




